T his month marks the first anniversary of the election of 2000. Whether that is cause for celebration or a gnashing of teeth is in the eye of the beholder. But there is little doubt that the vote last November was one of the closest, most competitive, and downright ironic in the nation's history.
Ironic, because Republicans won both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue for the first time in nearly half a century, even though they lost seats in both the House and the Senate, and their party's presidential candidate was beaten in the nationwide popular vote.
As for the election's place in history: That may be too soon to say. But it clearly combined elements of both "new age" and "retro." Last November's balloting confirmed several trends present in other recent elections: the emergence of the once-solid Democratic South as the linchpin of the modern Republican Party; the decline in highly competitive congressional races to a comparative handful; and the considerable disconnection between a party's presidential candidate and the success of its candidates for Congress -in short, the shrinkage of presidential coattails.
Yet in another vital respect, the first election of the new millennium was a throwback to the presidential contests of 50 to 100 years ago, when there was little talk of divided government, and a high level of correlation existed in partisan voting for president and Congress.
Back at the turn of the last century, straight-ticket voting was almost universal. In the first elections of the 20th century, only a handful of districts did not vote for the same party for president and the House of Representatives, whether that was Democratic or Republican.
By mid-century, the amount of split-ticket voting had grown, as the electorate became more mobile, more independent, and less wedded to one party or the other. In the election of 1952 -the last one before 2000 in which Republicans won both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue -nearly 20% of the districts (84 of 435) voted for one party for president and the other for the House.
Over the last half of the 20th century, split-ticket voting had become a way of life. In each of the presidential elections from 1956 through 1996, at least 23% of the nation's congressional districts voted for a presidential candidate of one party and a House candidate of the other. And occasionally, the number of split-ticket districts surpassed 40%. The result, more often than not, was divided government -with a Republican president and a Democratic Congress through much of the 1950s, '70s and '80s; and the reverse in the mid and late 1990s.
But in 2000, the number of split-ticket districts fell back to 20% (88 of 435), the lowest level since 1952. What changed? Basically, the ability of one party to control the presidency and the other to control Congress has been at least temporarily muted.
For much of the last half of the 20th century, the Republicans were dominant at the presidential level while the Democrats enjoyed hegemony on Capitol Hill (due in large part to their lingering monopoly of congressional seats in the South).
In the 1990s, though, that was no longer the case. While Democratic presidential candidates continued to emphasize a more liberal agenda that was strengthening their appeal across the industrial Frost Belt and in the Far West, the Republicans finally broke through at the congressional level in Dixie, helped by favorable redistricting and a host of Democratic retirements.
The result: the two parties came out of the 2000 election roughly even in voting for both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue, and with the national political map of presidential and congressional voting in greater alignment than at any point in a generation.
Districts with Split Results
The following chart indicates since 1952 the number of congressional districts that voted for a presidential candidate of one party and a House candidate of the other, as well as the percentage that number represented of the total number of districts. Presidential winners in each election are capitalized and listed first.
Election
Candidates Like the vast majority of other House incumbents, the "misfits" have largely been able to insulate themselves through assiduous attention to constituent service, voting records that tend to mirror their constituencies, and a fixation on fund raising that usually deters significant opposition. Last November, more than a half dozen "misfits" did not draw opposition from the other party at all. One of them, Democrat Lloyd Doggett, represents Bush's home base of Austin, Texas.
Altogether, more House members were elected in 2000 without major-party opposition (63) than won with less than 55% of the total vote (57), a percentage often regarded as the quantitative benchmark for a competitive race.
Put another way, only 13% of the current House had to break a sweat to win their seats last November; 72% coasted to victory, drawing an opponent from the other party but winning with 55% of the vote or more (usually much more); and nearly 15% were elected without any major-party opposition at all.
As for the Senate, races last year for the nation's "most exclusive club" were not demonstrably more competitive than for the House. Less than 30% of the Senate elections (10 of 34) were won with less than 55% of the vote; fully two-thirds (23) of the winners defeated their Democratic or Republican opponent with at least 55% of the vote; and one senator, Republican Jon Kyl of Arizona, was handed a second term without Democratic opposition.
A generation or two ago, presidential coattails might have offset this pro-incumbent, anticompetition dynamic. But that pull from the top of the ticket is not as powerful as it used to be. O ne of the enduring memories of the 2000 presidential election is of the national maps featured in newspapers, magazines, and on television that illustrated the results in colorwith areas for Al Gore in blue, those for George W. Bush in red. The geographical breadth of Bush's success quickly became known as the "Republican sea of red."
Yet that "Republican sea" did not suddenly appear in 2000. It has sometimes expanded, sometimes contracted. But it has been a prominent feature of many presidential elections over the last generation.
Counting the election of 2000 as a virtual dead heat, each party has won five presidential contests since 1960. Yet only four times in these last 11 presidential elections have the Democrats won more congressional districts than the Republicans (1964 Republicans ( , 1976 Republicans ( , 1992 Republicans ( and 1996 . Only three times have the Democrats won more states (1964, 1992 and 1996) . And only twice have the Democrats carried more counties (1964 and 1976) .
On average, since 1960, the Republicans have won three states for every two won by the Democrats, and have swept nearly twice as many counties per election.
Tallying the number of counties won by each party can give a distorted view of the American political landscape. Kansas, for example, has more counties than California, Florida, or New York. Regionally, the South has more counties than the Northeast and the West combined.
But the 3,000 or so counties are more manageable to plot and analyze than the tens of thousands of precincts that dot the country. And they are more enduring than congressional districts, whose lines change every decade. Viewed from election to election, county results can provide graphic evidence of changing voting patterns within the national electorate.
And when one looks at last November's election map, Gore's version of geographic dense pack is arguably as noteworthy as Bush's domination of the vast reaches of rural America.
It is not unusual for a president to be elected without carrying a majority of the counties. Clinton carried less than half of them in 1992 and 1996; John F. Kennedy took less than 40% of the nation's counties in 1960. And a century ago when Republican William McKinley won the fabled election of 1896, he carried nearly 400 fewer counties than Democrat William Jennings Bryan.
But last fall, Gore won the nationwide popular vote while carrying barely 20% of the counties. No presidential candidate since the county-by-county vote for president began to be compiled in 1836 has won the popular vote with such a small share of the counties.
And conversely, no presidential candidate has won so large a share of the counties (78.6%) with so small a share of the popular vote (47.9%) as George W. Bush.
But neither Bush nor Gore was able to completely reassemble their party's recent winning coalitions, which had enabled the Republicans to dominate presidential elections in the 1970s and 1980s and the Democrats to win handily both presidential contests in the 1990s.
Bush's victory was even more expansive geographically than his father's win in 1988, when agrarian discontent, particularly in the Upper Midwest, worked against the incumbent Republican administration. And the younger Bush expanded GOP margins in high-growth outer suburbs, commonly known as exurbs. But in many of the more populous states, this advantage was more than offset by the decline in the GOP vote share from 1988 in major urban and suburban counties.
Gore actually ran better than Clinton in many of the nation's urban centers, and held many of Clinton's beachheads in suburbia. But Gore was unable to match "Bubba's" appeal in rural America. The Clinton-Gore ticket carried more than 1,500 counties in 1996. Heading the ticket in 2000, Gore won less than 700 counties.
As a result, Gore was able to carry most of the populous battleground states, which contained a large urban and suburban vote. But he lost smaller states such as Arkansas, New Hampshire, Tennessee and West Virginia -all of which Clinton had carried easily in 1992 and 1996. Any of the four would have given Gore an electoral vote majority in 2000.
Slicing and Dicing the Presidential Vote Since 1960
The Democrats and Republicans have battled to a draw in the 11 presidential elections since 1960, each winning five, with the 2000 election -with its split popular and electoral vote winners -essentially a dead heat. Yet the Democrats have won the most congressional districts in just four of these contests, the most states in three of them, and the most counties in only two.
Since 1960, the number of states has remained static at 50, the number of congressional districts has stayed constant at 435 (after a brief increase to 437 in 1960). But the number of counties has varied -from a low of 3,125 in 1964 to a high of 3,153 in 1992. The total of counties includes independent cities in Virginia, election districts in Alaska, parishes in Louisiana, and the cities of Baltimore, Md., and St. Louis, Mo., which are separate jurisdictions within their states. Counties where the presidential vote was a tie are not included in the aggregate totals. The vote from the District of Columbia is not included in any of the categories.
The columns marked "Other" in the chart below were for an unpledged elector slate (in Mississippi) in 1960, third-party candidate George Wallace in 1968, and independent candidate Ross Perot in 1992. An asterisk (*) indicates an incumbent president. Winners are in boldface. The charts in this article were compiled using America At the Polls, 1960 -2000 , with district totals in many of the elections computed by the author. In a few cases, the district totals vary slightly from those in the chart on page 6, which are based on numbers published in Vital Statistics on Congress, 1999 Congress, -2000 The first, and most obvious, is the head-to-head contest in 2000 between Democrat Gore, Republican Bush, and the leading third-party candidate, Green Party nominee Ralph Nader. The percentage for each is given.
A second way to look at the last election is in comparison to the previous contest in 1996, the high water mark for the Democratic presidential coalition in the last two decades. The following tables list the 1996 winner, either Democrat Bill Clinton or Republican Bob Dole, and his winning percentage in each jurisdiction, as well as the change in the Democratic vote share from 1996 to 2000. Nationally, it dropped just 1 percentage point, from 49% to 48% of the total vote, so any significant gain or decline by Gore in a particular category is significant.
The third way to look at the 2000 election is in comparison to 1988, the Republicans' final presidential victory of the 20th century and arguably the last hurrah of the Reagan era. Bush's father led the GOP ticket in 1988 against Democrat Michael S. Dukakis. The winner that year is also indicated in each jurisdiction, as is the change in the Republican vote share from 1988 to 2000. Nationally, the GOP vote declined 5 percentage points, from the elder Bush's 53% of the total vote to "W's" 48%, so any gain by the younger Bush in a particular category is noteworthy as is any falloff in double digits.
Returns from a sampling of counties, cities and towns are used in these tables for a variety of reasons. Unlike Election Day exit polls, the actual results from these jurisdictions have no margin of error. They are based on official vote totals. And unlike congressional districts, their boundaries do not change every 10 years. The results from counties, cities and towns allow historical comparison from decade to decade. Results are based on official returns published in various editions of America Votes (published by CQ Press) and are rounded to whole percentage points. In the 2000 presidential election, for instance, Gore received 48.4% of the nationwide popular vote and Bush 47.9%. Both numbers round to 48%. Those percentages that ended in ".5" are rounded up. The combined Bush, Gore and Nader percentages do not always add to 100 because of rounding and the exclusion of third-party candidates other than Nader. A dash (-) indicates that Nader was not on the ballot and write-in votes for him were not permitted.
MAJOR URBAN CENTERS
With their large ethnic and minority populations, cities are the cornerstone of the Democratic coalition. Gore won many of them in 2000 by margins greater than Bill Clinton in either 1992 or 1996, generally rolling up his highest urban percentages in cities across the Frost Belt from New York to St. Louis. But Gore was also able to win many urban counties across the Sun Belt that had voted for George Bush in 1988. 
MAJOR SUBURBAN COUNTIES
In the 1970s and '80s, the suburbs were an integral part of Republican presidential victories. But in the 1990s, Clinton pulled the larger non-Southern suburban counties virtually en masse into the Democratic column, and Gore kept most of them there last fall. As in many places in urban America, Bush's showing in much of suburbia was down more than 10 percentage points from his father's winning race in 1988. The younger Bush's most consistent success was in high-growth exurban counties (the outer suburbs), many of which he carried by a wider margin in raw votes than his father did in 1988. 
ACADEMIC INFLUENCE
By and large, academic communities vote Democratic, or at least are more liberal and Democratic than the states in which they are located. Nader tended to run better in academic communities than any other slice of the electorate, although the Green Party nominee tended to draw a higher share of the vote in states that voted decisively for Bush or for Gore than those that were battlegrounds. In this chart, communities with private colleges are distinguished from those with public universities. The town of Amherst, Mass., is home to two private colleges -Amherst and Hampshire -as well as the much larger public institution, the University of Massachusetts. 
A Reminder on Methodology
The winner's percentage in each jurisdiction last November is indicated in boldface. An asterisk (*) indicates that the jurisdiction was carried by the other party in the 1996 presidential election. A pound sign (#) indicates that the jurisdiction was carried by the other party in 1988.
THE OLD AND NEW ECONOMY
For years and years, the Democrats have maintained a strong base in the industrial centers of the "old economy." But in recent presidential elections, they have also run well in high-tech areas from North Carolina's "Research Triangle" to California's "Silicon Valley." Republicans continue to dominate in counties with a large military or aerospace influence. But of late, Democrats gave carried many of the larger retirement-oriented counties of Florida, a transformation that helped Gore throw the election there into overtime. Like Clinton in the 1990s, Gore also played well in Peoria, one of America's prime political "test markets." 
VENUES OF PROTEST
Disgruntled voters sometimes go outside the two-party system to voice their displeasure. But strongholds for three of the most famous independent and third-party candidates of the last generation went handily for Bush in 2000. Included in this Republicans retained the mayor's office in New York City, held the post of state attorney general in Virginia and added to their majority in the lower house of the Virginia Legislature. Balloting for the New Jersey Senate has apparently produced a tie.
In short, Democrats ran well in the most visible races -even in New York City, the Republican winner, Michael Bloomberg, is a former Democrat. But the GOP held its own in some of the quieter precincts of American politics.
Giuliani and Other Common Denominators
If there was a central figure in the Virginia, New Jersey and New York City races, it was not President Bush but New York Mayor Rudolph Giuliani. Tightly wearing his cap as commander in chief, President Bush abstained from personal partisan campaigning.
But not Giuliani, a national hero after 9/11 but prevented by law from seeking a third term this year as mayor of New York. Giuliani endorsed GOP gubernatorial candidates in New Jersey and Virginia, and embraced Bloomberg as his choice to succeed him in the heavily Democratic city. As Bloomberg surged in the final days of the mayoral campaign, it was clear that Giuliani's support was a critical factor.
While the three major elections of November 2001 were fought on vastly different terrain, the results underscored three basic verities of modern American politics: money talks… experience helps… and nominating fights hurt.
In New York City and Virginia, the winners were wealthy businessmen who spent freely from their vast personal fortunes to dominate the airwaves. Bloomberg reportedly spent more than $50 million to win in the "Big Apple;" Democrat Mark Warner spent roughly $20 million (about $5 million out of his own pocket) to capture the governorship in Virginia. This year, both Warner and McGreevey won their party's gubernatorial nominations without a fight. Their GOP opponents, though, were not so fortunate. In Virginia, state Attorney General Mark Earley had to fend off a challenge from the state's lieutenant governor to win the Republican nomination. In New Jersey, the choice of the party establishment was upset in the primary by Jersey City Mayor Bret Schundler, who subsequently was unable to pull the party together behind him.
Meanwhile, In New York City, the infighting was on the Democratic side, and reached epic proportions. While Bloomberg cruised to victory in the low-turnout Republican primary, the Democrats had a divisive primary for mayor that was followed by a raucous runoff. Bronx Borough President Fernando Ferrer, a Latino, narrowly led the first round of voting; Mark Green, the city's public advocate, narrowly won the decisive second round. And the enmity between the two Democrats and their supporters never healed. As it is, the Democrats' victory in Virginia gives the party a majority of governors' chairs in the South -a region where they were shut out in presidential voting last year and hold a decided minority of Senate and House seats. Yet with the exception of Tennessee and Florida, Democrats now control the governorships in all the Southern states east of the Mississippi River.
Warner basically followed the same formula as other successful Democrats across the region, emphasizing political pragmatism and fiscal prudence over liberal ideological stands on social issues such as guns and abortion. And Warner made a point of campaigning in the small towns and rural areas of Virginia as well as its major metropolitan areas. This year, though, Warner won six districts. He rolled up his largest margins in the reliably Democratic 3rd District (a black-majority constituency which extends from Richmond southeast to the Hampton Roads area) and the Northern Virginia 8th (which abuts Washington, D.C., and includes the liberal inner suburbs of Arlington and Alexandria).
NOVEMBER 2001: A YEAR'S WORTH OF CHANGES
Warner also won Northern Virginia's 11th District, anchored in populous Fairfax County, by 12 percentage points. (The quintessentially suburban district, which straddles the Beltway, is represented in Congress by Thomas M. Davis III, the head of the Republican congressional campaign committee.) And Warner swept three districts along Virginia's southern border, covering disparate terrain that stretches from the Tidewater city of Portsmouth to the mining towns of the rural western panhandle.
Among the southern Virginia districts that Warner carried was the 4th, a pitched battleground in recent Democratic-Republican skirmishing for control of Congress. In a closely watched special election this June to replace the late Norman Sisisky, a Democrat, Republican J. Randy Forbes won the district by a margin of 4 percentage points. This month, Warner carried the district by nearly 8 points.
McGreevey's victory in New Jersey was more one-sided than Warner's, due in no small part to the recent Democratic trend in much of the Northeast. Gore swept New Jersey by 16 percentage points in last year's presidential election; McGreevey won the governor's race this year by 14 points.
VOTER TURNOUT IN NEW JERSEY AND VIRGINIA: PRESIDENTIAL YEARS VS. OFF YEARS
Voter turnout in off-year gubernatorial elections is traditionally much lower than in presidential election years. But in both New Jersey and Virginia, the falloff between one year and the other was a bit steeper this time than in the two previous cycles. Since voting age population estimates are only compiled by the Census Bureau in even-numbered years, the turnout rates for both the presidential and gubernatorial elections are based on the voting age population estimate in the year of the presidential election. This year's turnout figures were based on nearly complete but unofficial returns. Official results were used for earlier years. Basically, the Democrat won everything that was worth winning -from the Philadelphia suburbs in South Jersey, through the populous counties along the I-95 corridor, to the vote-rich suburbs of northern New Jersey. McGreevey even won Schundler's home base of Jersey City by a margin of 2-to-1.
New Jersey
But the most noteworthy turnaround from the 1997 governor's race was in the state's most populous county, Bergen, a suburban stronghold just outside New York City. Long a Republican bastion, the county went for Whitman four years ago by 11 percentage points. This time, McGreevey carried Bergen County by a dozen points.
The contests Nov. 6 were the centerpiece of this year's election calendar, but not the end of it. Vacancies remain to be filled in the House, and special elections will be held on Nov. 20 in the Arkansas 3rd District and on Dec. 18 in the South Carolina 2nd. Both seats were held by Republicans and, barring an upset of major proportions, should remain in GOP hands after the voting is completed.
THE CHANGING COMPOSITION OF THE 107TH CONGRESS
In the closely divided 107th Congress, every member's death, resignation or defection can have enormous ramifications. The Senate has already switched from Republican to Democratic control with the defection of Vermont's James M. Jeffords from the GOP. And while the Republican advantage in the House is a bit more secure, a trio of GOP deaths and resignations in the last few months has, for the time being, reduced their total just above the bare majority of 218. Bold type indicates the number of seats held by the party in control of the Senate and House of Representatives. With a Republican vice president, Richard B. Cheney, to cast tie-breaking votes, the GOP controlled the Senate at the beginning of the 107th
Congress. Events that produced a vacancy in the House are indicated in italics. "Ind." is an abbreviation for independent. "Vac." is an abbreviation for vacancies." 
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